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Annotation. One of the little-studied and, at the same time, most important problems of cultural
studies and cultural anthropology is the topic of everyday culture. During the development of science,
history, politics, and technical development could not absorb everyday culture. The fact that every-
day culture itself is increasingly becoming a complex problem is the main subject of research. As a
phenomenon of everyday culture, it has been presented as a theoretical problem justifying social and
cognitive value in human sociocultural life.

Cultural study is relevant to understanding the constant signs of life in sociocultural objects over
many years. Therefore, substantiating methodological orientations for analyzing the development of
social life was an important methodological position of cultural study.

The main nature of the interest in cultural study lies in the analysis of standard developing
systems, as well as in determining their patterns and causes. The main features of objects found in
everyday culture were recognized as their material stability and physical materiality. Understanding
the deeper meanings of everyday life is the subject of the leading research experience of the prov-
erb. In the article, the authors point out that the importance of understanding everyday life is that
it shapes a person’s daily actions not only depending on his social position but also on the cultural
conditions in which he works.

The primary practical significance of everyday culture lies in the fact that during research
work, a person pays attention to his activities and the order in his daily culture and considers actions
that have become part of everyday culture.

Therefore, the study used a structural-functional approach. The materials of cultural research
were used in the modern practice of everyday culture.

Keywords: everyday culture, culture, everyday life, life, cultural analysis.

Introduction

The topic of everyday culture is one of the little-developed cultural, philosoph-
ical, and theoretical problems in our domestic science of culture and foreign works.
For a long time, this topic did not act as a subject and object of research in cultural
science and the philosophy of culture. There are certain established scientific stereo-
types for this. Many phenomena in our everyday culture represent executive function

102 ISSN 1999-5911. on-dapabu | 2 (86) 2024 www.alfarabijournal.org



K. Narymbaev, Sirin Yilmaz, Z. Ismagambetova. Everyday Culture and Cultural Studies

activities in everyday life. If everyday life is so unknown, the question arises: why
should we write about it, and is it worth exploring in the context of social science?
But it turns out that there are several reasons for its study, among which it is neces-
sary to indicate not only what it represents but also, as recent studies show, there is
more meaning in everyday life and the unexplored than we think about it ourselves.

This fascinating topic was first brought to the attention of theorists at the Bir-
mingham School of Cultural Studies, and the Raymond Williams Center for the
Study of Contemporary Culture, established in 1964, was one of the first pioneers
to problematize and justify the need for research on this topic. The work of this Cen-
ter was to define the concept of a scientific direction based on a new understanding
of culture. As a result of the clarifications, everyday culture was recognized as a
way of life for a particular community. From this point of view, the understanding
of everyday culture has expanded significantly within the framework of the object
of study and the framework of the methods used. Since then, everyday culture’s
sustainable and active development has become visible from other directions. Any
activity experienced in the everyday culture of an ordinary person contains social
and cultural meanings. In this regard, it has become possible not only to analyze
hidden meanings but to study in the context of culture, such as mass movements,
social attacks, and practices; it becomes possible to study their hidden intentions
through the behavior of their leaders.

According to scientists, the nature of everyday culture has become a condi-
tion for the free acceptance of norms, values, and ideologies transmitted through
everyday activities. A common task inherent in everyday culture is to define the
relationship between people and power, primarily through implicit descriptions of
popular media culture.

Cultural studies at the micro and macro levels are analyzed based on the meth-
odological features of the sociocultural systems considered. Researchers have fo-
cused on power strategies and underlying ideologies in society, as well as on peo-
ple’s everyday experiences and life positions. Thus, studying everyday life allows
us to reconstruct the sociocultural systems that form its primary environment. At
the same time, the connection of any phenomenon of everyday culture with polit-
ical function and ideology makes us think about the issues under consideration.

Another critical aspect of the problematization of this topic is the apparent fact
that recently the discipline of “‘everyday culture” has begun to be included in the uni-
versity curriculum as an elective course, not only as a subject of scientific research,
but also to develop competencies and the ability of young scientists to analyze essen-
tial artifacts everyday culture, as well as to provide theoretical and methodological
foundations that make it possible to study various phenomena of everyday culture,
taking into account the current state of social science, and to consider different points
of view that unite modern knowledge on this most critical area of human existence.
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Degree of Development of the Problem

The topic of everyday culture as a subject of scientific research constantly
attracts the attention of domestic and foreign scientists. K.K. Abdrakhmanova [1,
c. 177], B Nurzhanov [2, c. 128], L.A. Bisembaeva [3, c. 230-236], T.Kh. Gabitov
[4, c. 89-96], Z.N. Ismagambetova [5, c. 177-180], D. Khamidullina [6, c. 175]
represent cultural and historical materials for studying the everyday life of the
Kazakh people.

The following works should be noted among Russian scientists: L.V. Belovin-
sky [7, c. 84-96], N.P. Lukash [8, c. 140], S.M. Florova [9, c. 74-79], and N.B.
Semenov [10, c. 170], who focused their attention on solving cultural and social
problems of everyday life in the city.

Suppose we dwell on the works of foreign researchers who are devoted to
the problem of everyday life. In that case, we should note the work of Professor
Megan Morris [11, c. 41-47]. She pays attention to cultural events experiencing
an unprecedented boom. Researchers need to see how long this breakthrough lasts
and what impact it will have on modern life. Cultural studies attempt to intersect
various social and political interests and address many issues on the contemporary
scene. In her research, Lata Mani pays attention to these aspects [12, c. 152-153].
She believes that cultural studies focus on integrating and conceptualizing racial,
sexual, cultural, and transnational diversity, all their new facets.

Indeed, cultural studies is more than just interdisciplinary; it provides a more or
less permanent relationship with academic disciplines that are actively and aggres-
sively anti-disciplinary. In his essay, Graham Turner writes, “At least partly because
of the criticism of the disciplines, cultural studies did not want to be united”.

The same problem is paid attention to by theorists of the Birmingham School
of Cultural Studies in Great Britain, Richard Hoggart [13, c. 178-180], and Stuart
Hall [14, c. 19-37]. Analyzing this aspect of the problem and the acquired experi-
ence of cultural research in this area, they note the need for interdisciplinary con-
nections, which will allow Cultural study to extract knowledge from various areas
of life, which is necessary for the development of knowledge required for a specific
project on the topic of everyday culture.

This is also noted by Georg Simmel [15, c. 231-235], who argued that “the
simplest external phenomena of life” are an expression of the social and cultural
order in everyday culture, as well as Max Weber [16, c. 54-56], who defined cul-
ture “the final segment of the meaningless infinity of the world process,” a segment
to which people attach significance. Both Weber and Durkheim mean the same
thing in different ways: the culture of each group provides endless opportunities
for certain people to understand the world.
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Rationale for Choosing a Research Topic

As follows, everyday culture is relatively new based on the degree of develop-
ment of the problem. It is the focus of scientific interest in the social sciences, espe-
cially the science of culture. The complexity of studying this problem is because, on
the one hand, being a mass, collective phenomenon, it is difficult to reflect not only
by scientists (philosophically, theoretically), but also by the carriers themselves, and
therefore many of its elements are often poorly tracked by the everyday conscious-
ness but can be recorded in repeated types of cultural activity and everyday life.

On the other hand, as a specialized form of culture, it is characterized by its
national, social, historical, and cultural specificity and, therefore, can become the
subject of cultural research. In modern conditions, the topic of everyday culture
is becoming an increasingly relevant and engaged topic not only for cultural sci-
entists but also for specialists in the fields of sociology, psychology, and several
humanities. This topic becomes especially interesting in connection with drawing
attention to the problem of traditional culture and its state not only in our society
but also in connection with the growing interest in the study of urban culture, in
connection with globalization and the pressure of mass culture, in connection with
the need to preserve cultural heritage and understanding of the problems of revival
of traditional culture. In this regard, a logical question arises: where are the ele-
ments of our traditional culture focused, and who are its bearers and translators? In
this regard, there is a need to study not only the niche where elements of traditional
culture are manifested and preserved, but also to analyze those forms of everyday
life that are reproduced in various sociocultural practices of everyday human life,
to identify the typological features of everyday culture, its functions and structural
components. However, it is necessary first to determine the phenomenon itself.

Therefore, the novelty of this article is that it is an attempt to substantiate the
topic of everyday culture in its correlation with cultural studies and show those
basic components that form the theoretical basis for understanding the problems
of everyday culture. In this study, the authors put forward a basic hypothesis, the
essence of which is to define the idea that people not only continue to live in every-
day life but also make a kind of reconstruction of everyday life. This article aims
to determine the main theoretical and methodological approaches in the study of
the phenomenon of everyday culture, the essence, structure, and the main aspects
of activity used in everyday culture.

Materials and Research Methods

When writing this article, the authors were based on the research of repre-
sentatives of the Birmingham school R. Hoggart, S. Hall, as well as on the ideas
presented in the works of L. Althusser [17, c¢. 121-123]. In writing this article,
the authors relied on materials from the works of representatives of the “Annals
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school” about everyday life in the second half of the 19th - early 20th centuries,
on the works of M. Blok [18, c. 184], F. Brodel [19, c. 366-369], J. Le Goft [20, c.
420-424], on the textbook “Cultural Studies” Lawrence Grossberg, Carey Nelson,
Paula A. Treichler [21, c. 46-50] presented by the Routledge collection. This col-
lection was presented at the international conference “Cultural Studies Now and
in the Future” (New York, London). The work of David Inglis’s Culture and Ev-
eryday Life is noteworthy as a particular area of sociological analysis of everyday
culture [22, c. 89-93].

The main work of the author M.V. Kapkan entitled “The Culture of Everyday
Life,” was selected as research material from the works of Russian scientists as an
object of everyday culture in the social and human sciences.

The paper presents some field research materials collected as part of the study
of objects of everyday culture.

The authors’ methodology during the study was based on structural-functional
and cultural research; during the work, the authors used a structural method that
allowed them to expand the conceptual apparatus of the work and characterize
activities in everyday culture.

Discussion and Results Obtained

A significant problem for cultural, media, and social theorists studying “ev-
eryday culture” is the great ambiguity of the term. Everyday culture as a concept
was initially ignored in the social sciences. According to the concept, the fact that a
person pays attention to his actions and order in his everyday culture and considers
the actions that have become part of everyday culture shows that everyday culture
considers the constant repetitions in social life. In other words, everyday life con-
sists of repeating and developing into larger cycles. Everyday culture also focuses
on the cultural practices that occur in social life. In this regard, everyday culture
indicates sociocultural development, and to understand this area, it is necessary to
understand the practices that make up this development.

According to De Certeau, standardized power becomes permanent in every-
day culture through the strategies implemented by individuals and societies. In
everyday culture, a person develops anti-authority tactics and strategic areas of
power. Everyday culture is a category that is reflected in the needs of everyday life,
expressing for the individual the essence of a complex culture [23, c. 289-295].
Attention to it is due to the trend of cultural interest in development, which is cur-
rently visible in all spheres of existence.

As scientific research shows, the general character of everyday culture lies in
the real way of life, which is generated by traditions, customs, language, religion,
and reason, based on various situations closely related to the environment, with its
climatic and natural features, etc. Because everyday life is constantly being repro-
duced, new components are continually added. As a result, models are created that
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adapt to the surrounding everyday life and become suitable for everyday use. The
objectification of their vitality determines the values of everyday life. These fea-
tures are manifested in the lifestyle of a certain group of people, who are arranged
according to the chronotopic principle. During everyday practice, a person invests
the cultural components of everyday life into a semiotic system, creating his sym-
bolic microcosm. The model of everyday culture is especially clearly manifested
in such a chronotopic environment, which is formed in common areas of activity
of a particular group and is associated with the place of residence.

One of the most important problems in studying everyday life in modern cul-
tural studies and cultural anthropology is determining its structural stability. Un-
derstanding the meaning of everyday life allows us to expand the scope of human
research and examine the relationship between man and society from the point of
view of its repetition and stability [13].

It should be noted that revealing the essence of everyday culture is based on
understanding the complex forms of social relations. The study of society appears
as a special element of everyday culture, requiring precise scientific justification.
Such elements are essential within the life of an ethnic group; that is, they are re-
flected in neighborly and family relationships. Respect for older people, hospitali-
ty, holiday parties, and a sustainable ritual culture can be developed.

The study of everyday life, starting with recording the elements of everyday
life and their repetition, gradually leads scientists to identify and determine con-
nections with images from the history of everyday life. The main stage in the de-
velopment of the study of the phenomenon of everyday culture begins with the
conceptualization of everyday life in the present, that is, it involves overcoming the
inertia of thinking in everyday life and a false attitude towards everyday activities,
consists of the development of a conceptual apparatus, justification of methods that
allow us to reveal aspects of the everyday culture of people associated with socio-
cultural phenomena. Researchers are interested not only in problems of everyday
life’s historical development but also in modern culture’s current problems, which
are applied at the level of everyday experience. Currently, such objects of research
as everyday food, clothing, apartment rentals, and shopping are considered areas
of interest in the study of the culture of everyday life [8, 9, 10].

The meaning of our modern everyday culture is considered to be the totality of
our daily activities. These include daily repetitive actions, that is, getting up early,
brushing your teeth on time, morning exercises, breakfast, driving a car, a walk
in the garden, delivering children to school, meeting neighbors, behavior in pub-
lic transport, communication at work, speedy lunch, daily sharing and receiving
information through televisions, reading your favorite book, etc. Almost all these
simple actions, as well as many other things, are all phenomena that we do in our
daily lives.

Scientists draw attention to the fact that each person’s daily life, in a certain
sense, appears as a unique phenomenon. But to put it another way, most people
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know that the customs of everyday life exist not only in the simple sense but also
in the sense that most people share. If someone asks us to describe our daily life,
it is difficult to say what interests us. Everyday life in society involves everyday
life, and everyday life includes things and actions, which are unusual. And, as our
personal experience shows, like the experience of many other people, all events,
actions, communication, behavior, and other aspects, we can note the mental, di-
alogical relations of everyday culture, their repetition, their relative immutability
throughout the lives of many or several generations, as well as their uniqueness and
differences, which can be identified as a result of comparisons and comparisons
between representatives of different social groups. Thus, the relatively privileged
daily life of a person from the upper class is slightly different from the daily life of
a person (man, woman, youth) from the working class. Also, everyday culture can
be described as a particular sphere of human life. In this case, it completely covers
the entire human environment in society. This considers the sphere of direct con-
sumption, the sphere of satisfying material and spiritual needs, customs, supersti-
tions, forms of behavior, habits of mind, etc. These situations are found in various
spheres of everyday life. If we consider more specifically, we consider stereotypes
and manners that occur in normal work activities, etiquette forms of behavior,
ways of solving professional and everyday problems, entertainment segments and
everyday activities [21, 23, 13].

In this case, the cultural aspect of the study of everyday life is associated with
the culture of everyday life, which represents the value-symbolic aspect of every-
day life. Among the various interpretations of culture, the meaning of everyday life
corresponds to the idea of culture as the way of life of a people, group, or era. It
shows the material and spiritual levels of norms, values, beliefs, convictions, ideas,
and principles.

Another perspective aimed at reconceptualizing the individual as an active
agent of meaning creation in everyday life is the phenomenological perspective,
developed in the work of theorists such as Schutz, Berger, and Luckmann [24].

The famous sociologist Alfred Schutz described everyday life in its concrete
form while he placed everyday life next to religion, games, and scientific theory.
He defines six signs of daily life:

1) active work aimed at changing the outside world

2) natural setting

3) tense attitude towards life

4) accurate perception of time

5) a person’s personal confidence

6) typical world

Erving Goffman further developed the interpretation of everyday life using
a dramaturgical model of everyday interaction of cultures; Goffman defined the
internationalization of social roles through the “practical experience” of everyday
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culture, which individuals manage by creating their roles and adapting to this en-
vironment [25, ¢. 357-361].

In fact, according to Gardiner, everyday culture is a relatively homogeneous
and indeterminate set of relationships, practices, and structures. A dialogical sys-
tem between an individual and everyday culture is considered only if it allows for a
relatively reflexive revival of previously limited roles and expectations or provides
an area of marginal conflict and division.

In the conditions of late modernism, according to researchers, human daily
life is becoming increasingly fragmented and specialized. Therefore, when study-
ing this problem, it is necessary to analyze not only the convergence between the
local and the global but also between the ethnic and national identity of certain
people, historically established way of life, rituals, work, and leisure. Under these
conditions, “everyday culture” can no longer be seen as a homogeneous term that
reflects an important truth about how people perceive the world around them. On
the contrary, “everyday culture” can be considered a culturally constructed and
highly contested field. The fragmentation of everyday cultural experience is further
aggravated by global development and the influence of spatial characteristics.

If the “space” of everyday culture was once relatively stable, communities
were clearly demarcated and ethnically homogeneous, then this becomes very
controversial in modern conditions. Moreover, it is constantly modified and re-
structured through displacement and cultural hybridization systems. This becomes
especially evident in cities and other areas with high population densities. As the
local population of a place becomes increasingly multi-ethnic and multicultural,
and their physical spaces are increasingly subject to movement and use by tem-
porary groups such as tourists, migrating groups, and migrants, as a result, the
identity of that place becomes fragmented.

As research shows, everyday culture reflects a particular way of life of a per-
son and society. The culture of everyday life itself represents the value-symbolic
aspect of everyday life. Among the various interpretations of culture, the essence
of everyday culture is consistent with the idea of a people, group, or way of life
during that period. It shows the material level of these things and the spiritual level
of norms, values, beliefs, ideas, and principles.

At the same time, everyday life, as the essence of culture, consists of solving
practical problems that require, first of all, physical ones. However, in everyday
life, a person does not think in such a way as to act based on subconscious atti-
tudes. Everyday life involves less intense thought and effort to achieve maximum
personal freedom. Everyday culture does not allow a person to doubt the world’s
existence. Such beliefs are reinforced in everyday culture by how we share our
thoughts with others like us and how we think. Authenticity in relationships be-
comes the key to successful living in the everyday world and stability in everyday
life. Unlike other worlds of everyday cultural experience, not only are individual
social roles required, but a person can participate in everyday life with his own
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identity. In the system of activity, all the individual’s social roles are integrated into
a holistic personality.

The authenticity of everyday culture is regulated by classifying its objects into
certain types or stereotypes. They provide great opportunities to interact with the ev-
eryday world and act successfully and freely. No one can come up with these types of
stereotypes on their own. They are derived from general knowledge, that is, they are
created and stored by people in the process of intersubjective interaction in the world
of everyday life. Our entire everyday world is based on the idea of predictability and
a system of repetition of actions. However, the more predictable our behavior and
the behavior of the people around us, the more comfortable we feel in this world, the
easier it is for us to maintain our social environment and find our place in it.

Everyday events, phenomena, and objects are inevitably aimed at achieving
structural and practical goals, but their significance is not limited to utilitarian
considerations. Many objects used in everyday life reflect the necessary values
and types of relationships, thereby facilitating the memory of important events
in personal life. Likewise, it is safe to say that many everyday activities have an
existential meaning distinct from life’s purpose. We can create our place in the
environment in which we live and establish it as we wish.

And in any of our actions, in addition to the practical meaning, there is also a
value-symbolic dimension. Symbolic authenticity, as evidence of the cultural char-
acter of everyday life, depends on its proximity to nature. The culture of everyday
life is closely related to the biological needs of a person, that is, it is based on the
basic requirements of life. In the course of historical development, the forms of
everyday culture become more complex and sophisticated but remain connected
with basic human needs.

Thus, everyday culture is the implementation of economic, socio-cultural, and
historical practices formed within a society because of changes in time and space,
overlapping each other during a certain period of history. Nowadays, everyday
culture has become a very complex and fragmented concept. Instead of accepting
singular and essentialist meanings, in modern conditions, culture and everyday
life present a plurality of complex meanings that find their basis in competing
knowledge and understandings of an increasingly heterogeneous society. Thus, the
history of the study of everyday culture is rapidly developing from descriptive
studies of everyday life to the concepts of basic generalizations and the search and
definition of their connections, mutual influences, and interactions.

Today, the study of everyday culture is interdisciplinary in nature and, at the
same time, includes various concepts, approaches, and methods that allow for stat-
ic and dynamic analysis of a methodological nature.

Based on the issues discussed above, it is clear that interest in the structural com-
ponents of everyday culture has yet to bypass any of the social sciences, which has
influenced the search for various directions in research and new methods. It is also
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interesting to consider everyday life in the context of cultural studies in connection
with other areas of culture and the nature of their relationship to more specialized
varieties of culture, such as philosophy, science, art, politics, morality, and religion.

Conclusion

In this article, the authors tried to consider various methodological approach-
es to understanding everyday culture, including identifying some aspects of this
problem in the context of cultural studies and outlining its impact on modern cul-
tural practice. Considering the history of change and development of the scientific
understanding of everyday culture, we conclude that everyday culture includes ev-
eryday conditions of life and behavior, as well as experiences and ways of perceiv-
ing the world that occur in ordinary life. The scientific study of everyday culture
has evolved from descriptions of everyday life into stable conceptual generaliza-
tions. Changes in people’s norms, values, rules, and ideas directly impact everyday
life. As a result, contemporary studies of everyday culture are interdisciplinary and
connected to various fields of cultural studies.

The methodology of everyday culture includes many concepts, approaches,
and methods that allow for its static and dynamic analysis. In our opinion, the
most comprehensive and complete study of everyday culture can be carried out
within the framework of cultural study since the cultural approach involves iden-
tifying cause-and-effect relationships and is also holistic and systemic. However,
the period we live in is complex and uncertain for many people. The authors of this
article are confident that initiating cultural studies of everyday culture, identifying
latent, implicit, and symbolic phenomena and phantoms, will allow us to identify
the direction and factors that will allow us to analyze the foundations and causes
of transformation as well as to analyze the relationship between the authorities and
the people, and develop models of culture everyday life, when the latter can be-
come a determining actor in the configuration of culture, identify cultural practices
and mental structures that influence the symbolic forms through which people ex-
press themselves. In conclusion, it should be noted that this topic, in which Kazakh
researchers are interested, opens great initiatives and events in the future.
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Hapbimo6aes K. ., Cupun Mblamas, Uemaraméerosa 3.H.
KyHaenikTi MoieHueT skoHe MaieHH 3epTTeyiep (cultural studies)

Anodamna. MojieHU 3epTTey/Iep MEH MOJICHU aHTPOINOJIOTHSAFbl a3 3€PTTEIrCH JKOHE COHBIMEH
Oipre Kasipri yakpITTa HeTi3ri MmocenenepiiH Oipi - KYHAETIKTI MOACHUET TaKbIPHIOBL. T BIIBIMHBIH
JlaMybl OapbIChIHIA KYH/ICIIKTI MOACHUETT] TapUXTa, CascaTTa, TEXHUKAJIBIK OpKEHLY Je 03 OolnapbiHa
cigipe anmanel. KyHaenmikTi MogeHueT OapraH CailblH €3 aliblHa KYpPAET MJOcelere aiHalybl 3epTTey
JKYMBICBIHBIH Heri3ri OarbIThl 00jbin Tabbuiaapl. KyHmemikti MogeHueT (HeHOMEHI peTiHae aJaMHBIH
QJIEYMETTIK-MOJCHN OMIpiHIeTi TaHBIMIBIK KYHABUIBIKTBI HET13JCHTIH TECOPHSUIBIK MOCeNe OOJbII
YCBIHBUILIBL.
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Cultural study ymiH y3ak skburgap OOl QIEyMETTIK-MOJICHH HBICAHAApAa OMIPHiH TYpPaKThI
Genrinepin TyciHy Maceseci e3exri 0osbin keneai. Conapikrat cultural study yiumin MaHbI3/bI 91iCHAMATIBIK
YCTaHBIM JJIEYMETTIK OMIp/i JAaMbITy aHAJIMTHUKACHI XKY3ere achIPbLIATBIH diCHAMAIbBIK Oaraapiapisl
Heri3zey 00JIbL.

Cultural study KbI3bIFYIIBIIBIFBIHBIH HETI3T1 CHIIAThl CTAHAAPTTHI AaMYILIbI XKYHEIepai Taaayibl
KaMTaMachl3 €Ty, COHBIMEH KaTap OJapiAblH 3aHABUIBIKTAPbl MEH ceOen caniapiapblH aHbBIKTayFa
MyMKiHIIK Oepexni. KyHmemikri MoneHHETTe KOpPIiHETIH OOBEKTLNEpAiH Heri3ri Oenrinepi oyapibiy
MaTrepHaNIbIK TYPaKThUIBIFBI XKoHE (U3UKAIBIK MaTepUAIAbLIIAFbl el TaHbULAbL. KyHmemikTi emipaig
TepeH MarblHAJIAPBIH TYCIHY MaKaJbIHBIH HETI3T1 3epTTey TaXipubeciHiH HpicaHbiH Oinaipeai. Makanana
aBTOpIap KYHICHIKTI OMIipAi TYCIHyZiH MOHI peTiHAE O aJaMHbIH KYHICTIKTI IC-OpeKeTiH TeK
QIIEYMETTIK JKaF/iaiibl FaHa eMec, COHbIMEH Oipre OHBIH ILIIHAE JKYMbIC ICTEHTIH MOICHH JKaraaiiapaa
KaJIBITITACTBIPAThIHBIHA HA3ap ayiap/pl.

3eprey KyMbICh OapBICHIH/A HKEKe alaMHBIH KYHICTIKTI MOJICHUETIH/IET] iC-opeKeTi MeH TopTibiHe
Ha3ap ayAapsbll, KYHACIIKTI MOACHUETTIH Oip OeJiriHe ailHanFaH SpeKeTTep.i KapacThIpybl KYHACTIKTI
MOJICHUETTIH 0ACTBI MPAKTHKAJIBIK MaHbI3bI OOJIBI TaObLIAIBI.

Hemex, 3epTTey Tociii 6apbIChbIHIa KYPBUIBIMIBIK iC KOJIaHbUIIbl. KyHIETIKTI MOACHUETTIH
3amaHayu Taxipubeciboibiniia cultural study Marepuanmaps maiiganaHbUIIbL.

Tyiiin co30ep: KYHICTIKTI MOICHUET, MOJICHUET, TIPLILTIK, OMip, MOJACHH 3epPTTeyJIep.

Hapeiv6aes K.JI., Cupun Mbiamas, Memaraméerosa 3.H.
IMoBcenHeBHAsH KYJIBLTYPa H KyJIbTYPHbIe HccaenoBanus (cultural studies)

Annomayus. OIHOI U3 MAJON3YUCHHBIX U B TO XK€ BPEMs Ba)KHEHIINX 1poGiIeM Ky/IbTypOIOrHH U
KYJIBTYPHOI aHTPOIOJIOTHH SABIISIETCS TeMa IOBCEHEBHOI KyIbTYpbl. B X0/1e pasBUTHS HAyKH UCTOPHS,
MOJIMTHKA U TEXHUYECKOE PA3BUTHE HE MOIJIM IIOITIOTUTD OBITOBYIO KyJbTYpY. TOT (aKT, 4TO OBCEAHEBHASL
KyJIbTypa cama 110 cebe Bce OOJIbIIe CTAHOBUTCS CIIOXKHOM IPOOIEMOid, ABIISETCS OCHOBHBIM IIPEIMETOM
uccienoBanus. Kak heHomeH ObITOBOM KyJIbTypbl OHA ObLia MpeACTaBIeHa Kak TeopeTHIecKas npodiema,
000CHOBBIBAIOLIAS COLIMATIBHYIO U O3HABATEJILHYIO LICHHOCTD B COLIMOKYJIBTYPHOI )KU3HU YEJIOBEKA.

ITpoGiemMa TOHMMAHMSA IOCTOSHHBIX HPH3HAKOB JKU3HU B COLMOKYJIBTYPHBIX OOBEKTax Ha
HPOTSHKEHUN MHOTHX JICT SIBJISICTCS aKTyaJIbHOM JUIsl KyJIBTYPHBIX HccienoBanuid (cultural study). ITosromy
Ba)KHOH METOJ0JIONMYECKOH MO3MLMei KyIbTypHbIX HccaenoBanuii (cultural study) Obuto o6ocHOBaHKE
METOJ0JIOTHYECKIX OPUCHTALMIT aHaIM3a Pa3BUTHs OOIECTBEHHOH KU3HHU.

OcHOBHOIT XapakTep nHTepeca KyJIbTypHbIX nccienoBanuii (cultural study) 3akimrouaercs B ananmse
CTaHJAPTHBIX Pa3BUBAIOLIMXCS CHCTEM, a TAKKE B ONPENCICHHM HMX 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEHl M HPHYMH.
OCHOBHBIMH O0COOCHHOCTSIMH HPEAMETOB, BCTPEUAIOLIUXCS B IIOBCEAHEBHOM KYIbType, ObUTH NPU3HAHBI
UX MarepuajbHas YCTOMYMBOCTb M (DM3MYECKAsh MATEpHANbHOCTb. [IOHMMaHHEe DIYOMHHBIX CMBICIOB
MIOBCEIHEBHOM JKM3HH COCTABIISACT IPEIMET OCHOBHOT'O HCCIIE0BATEILCKOTO OIIbITa OCIOBHIBL. B cTaThe
ABTOPBI YKA3bIBAIOT, YTO B)KHOCTb IOHUMAHUS [TOBCEIHEBHON JKM3HH COCTOUT B TOM, 4TO OHO (hOpMUpYET
MIOBCE/{HEBHBIC JCHCTBUS YEIO0BEKA HE TOJIBKO B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT €r0 COLUAIBLHOTO MOJIOKEHHS, HO H OT
KYJIBTYPHBIX YCIIOBHIi, B KOTOPBIX OH paboTaer.

OCHOBHOE NPaKTHYECKOE 3HAYCHHE ITOBCEIHEBHOIl KyJIBTYpbI 3aK/IIOYACTCsl B TOM, 4YTO B XOZE
HCCIIEZIOBATENIbCKOW PaboThI 4esloBeK o0palaeT BHUMAaHHUE Ha CBOIO JICATEIbHOCTb M IOPAIOK B CBOECH
MIOBCEIHEBHOMN KYJIBTYpPE M pacCMaTpPHBAET AEHCTBUS, KOTOPbIE CTAJIN YaCThIO IIOBCEHEBHOI KYJIbTYPBI.

ITostoMy B XOie HCCENOBaHHMSA ObLI HCHOJIb30BAH CTPYKTYPHO-(YHKIIMOHAJIBHBIH IOIXO.
Marepuaiibl KyJlbTYpHOTO UCCIIEOBAHUS OBIIN MCIIONIB30BAHbI B COBPEMEHHOI MPAKTHKE MOBCEIHEBHOM
KYJIBTYPBI.

Knroueewvie cnosa: noBcesHEBHAS KYJIBTYpa, KYJIbTYPa, ObIT, )KU3Hb, KYJIbTYPHBIH aHAIIN3.



